members can always be recognised from the fact that the text ends with the letters singu (for singulari) at ii. 1, § 111. The Paris MS., numbered 7775, which is signed ' Claudii Puteani,' is a thirteenth century codex, with 43 lines to the page; and it is remarkable that no one should have hitherto noticed that its last folio before the lacuna ends with the letters singu. The inference is obvious. It is almost inconceivable that the writer was copying from a codex already ending in that imperfect word, and that by a mere accident he happened to complete his page with it. Unfortunately only four pages now remain of this portion of 7775: the rest gives the tradition of Books IV. and V. already known to us from the Regius 7774, a codex of the ninth century. But enough remains to enable us to classify all extant MSS. of the Divinatio and the earlier part of the Verrines in the order in which they most nearly reproduce what must now be considered the archetype.
W. P.
REMARKS ON" JUVENAL.
I.
THE BODLEIAN FRAGMENTS.
THEBE is a pretty general agreement among scholars that the lines of Juvenal in Satire vi. recently discovered by Mr. Winstedt are genuine. Two of them 32, 33, are quoted by the scholiast on vi. 348. The terse vigour of the language, the general stylistic peculiarities, the horrible insistence and ruthless unreserve with which the disgusting subject is handled, are in Juvenal's most perfect manner; indeed it is hard to believe that any save he penned those terrible lines. Proof in detail of their authenticity has been given by Professor Ellis, in his able lecture (The new Fragments of Juvenal, p. 9) It follows from all this that (1) O cannot be derived from the archetype of either P or o>, since in the case of all those MSS. the new lines are absent, and (2) that it is an independent witness, as is shown by the strange deviations of its readings. It is an •eclectic authority. I am thus drawn to the conclusion that it must represent a recension •other than and earlier than the recension from which the archetype of all our existing MSS. is derived ; which has been proved to be the recension of Nicaeus (G.Jt. xi. 402 Juvenal (viii. 81) . But the third line does not cohere well with the other two ; and it seems to me that the two former lines should follow 614, where they were found by Valla, the meaning being that the administration of philtres to her husband by the wife would be endurable if it did not finally produce mania, as for example the hallucination that he is engaged like a Danaid in filling sieves with water. The third line I think should follow 617. It clearly refers to the mad emperor Caligula, who turned from a Roman monarch into a perfect Phalaris, and behaved for three years as such. That the line is corrupt is indicated by the variations in the MSS., quod for quo, rabidum for rabidus, rostro for noslro, Phalari for Phalarim, ede for de rege. I therefore propose to read quo<m> for quo, and reconstruct the whole passage thus Every one must admit that, if it can be shown that ne feceris and cave feceris are emotional and ne facias and cave facias (generally speaking) commonplace, this fact is well worth noting and forms indeed a very important distinction, quite regardless of what may or may not, be true of the numerous other sorts of expression that have (in spite of my protests) been dragged into this controversy. Any one who will go through Professor Clement's article on Prohibitives in Terence, and exclude all other expressions, leaving merely the instances of these particular prohibitions still classified in every instance exactly as Clement himself classifies them, will find that Professor Clement presents substantially the same results that I myself presented in my original paper. According to his own classification, not one of the instances of ne feceris or cave feceris, is distinctly a commonplace prohibition, while on the other hand, eleven out of the eighteen instances of ne facias and cave facias are distinctly commonplace in character-0 per cent, of the perfect tense, 60 +per cent, of the present tense. I showed in the March number of the Review that Professor Clement was clearly guilty of several misinterpretations and that the figures should be 0 per cent, of the perfect and 80 per cent, of the presemt. Judging from his complete silence on the subject in his reply, heaccepts my corrections. Whether he does or not, it will be noticed that my claim is completely and explicitly vindicated by its most bitter opponent. The only reason why he does not realize this fact is that he loses himself in a mass of extraneous matter.
The allusions I claimed to have made to unpublished collections in my possession, which Professor Clement has been unable to find after reading my Latin Prohibitive ' more than twenty times' are as follows: p. 137, 11. 34-35; p. J140, 11. 6-7; p. 147 V •11. 31-32 ; p. 148,11. 21-22; p. 149,11. 23-24 (cf. p. 148 11. 27-29) . Professor Clement aims to give the impression (Am. Journ. Phil. xxii. p. 94, table) that I said there are noinstances of cave in Catullus, Horace, Vergil, Tibullus, Propertius, or Ovid. As a matter of fact I made no statement regarding any one of these authors that could by any amount of violence be distorted into such an insinuation. Most of the passages which Professor Clement accuses me of having ignored were among my collectionsand were intentionally omitted for the reason that they threw no light on the particular question I was discussing. And the few genuine cases of careless omission fortunately do not affect the validity of my conclusions.
As Professor Clement makes some serious charges against me in addition to those concerning the poets above mentioned, I must, in justice to myself, call attention also to
